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ACCENTEDNESS RATINGS OF ENGLISH 
LOANWORDS BY ACADIAN 

FRENCH LISTENERS* 
Phillip Harriott 

Władysław Cichocki 

1. Introduction 

When languages come into contact, there is often a transfer of words between 
them. These words are referred to as «loanwords» or «loans» in this study but are 
also known as «code switches», «borrowings» and «nonce borrowings» in the 
literature, cf. Myers-Scotton (1992); Poplack & Sankoff (1988). Loanwords not 
only «import» new concepts and terms into the host or recipient language (Ll), 
they also bring with them from the source or donor language (L2) their original 
pronunciation. Over time, there is a process of phonological integration by which a 
loanword's pronunciation changes so that it more closely resembles the sound 
patterns of Ll. The present research explores the question of how members of the 
Ll speech community evaluate the accentedness of loanwords which are undergoing 
integration. 

Researchers generally agree on the stages in the integration process, 
cf. Grosjean (1982); Haugen (1969); van Coetsem (1988); Weinreich (1968). The 
initial users of a loan into Ll are typically the most bilingual members of a speech 
community. Because these individuals are familiar with the word's original sounds, 
they retain an L2 (or approximately L2) pronunciation. If the word spreads to those 
with less L2 ability and monolingual members of the community, unfamiliar 
sounds from L2 may be replaced by those from Ll. There are, however, many cases 

This research is a revision of Harriott (1992). An earlier version of this paper was presented at 
the Journées d'études sur la phonétique held at the University of Toronto in May 1992. The authors 
gratefully acknowledge their indebtedness to Louise Beaulieu for her help in arranging the listener 
tests and to two anonymous reviewers for their useful comments. 
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in which loans resist complete phonological integration into Ll, cf. Poplack, 
Sankoff& Miller (1988). 

A number of factors shape a loan's pronunciation. One is the speaker's 
proficiency in the donor language. Speakers with high L2 ability tend to maintain 
the original L2 pronunciation in loans, whereas those with less L2 ability 
pronounce loans in an Ll manner, cf. Haugen (1969); Mougeon, Beniak & Valois 
(1985). A hypothesis by Haugen (1969) about the age of learning of the L2 claims 
that the earlier speakers learn L2 the more they will use an L2 pronunciation; 
however, this hypothesis was not substantiated in empirical testing by Poplack & 
Sankoff (1984). Another factor is the social integration of the loanword, that is, its 
use and importance within a speech community. Poplack & Sankoff (1984) 
demonstate that the more often a loan is used for a concept in Ll, the more 
phonologically integrated it becomes. A third factor is the sociopsychological 
profile of the speaker. Inoue (1992) reports that extroverted Japanese speakers are 
likely to pronounce loanwords from several European languages with an unmarked 
Japanese pitch accent while introverted subjects use a marked prosodie pattern. 
Finally, there is the prestige of L2. If Ll speakers regard L2 as prestigious the L2 
pronunciation of a loan may be retained, cf. Weinreich (1968). If speakers have a 
high regard for Ll they may hold a puristic denial of a foreign sounding loan and 
the loan will undergo phonetic change, cf. Goudailler (1977). 

While the above mentioned studies demonstrate that there is wide interest in 
the production aspects of the phonological integration process, a review of the 
literature turns up very little sociolinguistic information about how the members of 
a speech community evaluate the sound transformations in loanwords. An 
interesting exception is an observation by Haugen (1969, pp. 68-69) who notes 
that loans with high levels of phonological integration are considered to be not 
only native-sounding but also of host language origin. This suggests that the more 
frequently L2 sounds are used in Ll, the less conscious Ll listeners become of their 
foreignness. 

One area of research which bears directly on the study of the evaluation of 
loanword pronunciation is foreign accent perception. Studies have demonstrated that 
listeners are highly sensitive to divergences from the phonetic norms of their native 
language, cf. Flege (1984). While foreign accentedness ratings are not always 
stable, it has been shown that they depend on the context of the listening test, 
cf. Flege & Fletcher (1992), as well as on listener traits such as whether they are 
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monolingual or bilingual, cf. Johansson (1973), or whether they have linguistics 
training or not, cf. Brennan & Brennan (1981); Thompson (1991). 

Studies of accent perception also provide experimental procedures that can be 
readily adapted to the study of language contact These research techniques, which 
focus on listener reactions, have been widely used by sociolinguists, for example, 
Ryan, Carranza & Moffie (1977); van Bezooijen & van Hout (1985), in both 
monolingual and bilingual settings, and they form the empirical basis of our study. 

Other studies of perception by bilinguals of their two languages suggest that 
being bilingual may entail a change in the use of acoustic information. Using voice 
onset stimuli Caramazza & al. (1973) study phoneme boundary shifts and find that 
French-English bilinguals' perceptions differ from those of French and English 
monolinguals. Furthermore, Elman, Diel & Buchwald (1977) note that strong 
bilinguals have different crossover points from moderate and weak bilinguals. Thus, 
degree of bilingualism plays a role in perception. 

The aim of the present research is to investigate how members of an Acadian 
French community who have different proficiencies in English rate the accentedness 
of English loanwords. An important investigation by Mackey (1970, 1976) notes 
the presence of a continuum of English loanwords in Acadian French and 
establishes measures of their social integration. In a more recent study titled 
«Moitié anglais, moitié français?», Flikeid (1989) outlines the degree to which 
English-origin words are being introduced into the Nova Scotia varieties of Acadian 
French and studies sociolinguistic factors associated with the frequency of 
occurrence of this feature among native speakers. In addition, it has been shown 
that there are important regional differences in Acadian French with respect to 
degree and type of loanwords found in the maritime vocabulary, cf. Cichocki, 
Babitch & Péronnet (1992). Acadian French thus offers an interesting laboratory in 
which to address issues of loanword integration. 

On the basis of our review of the studies of loanword production and foreign 
accent perception, we propose to relate accentedness ratings to two factors: the 
donor language proficiency of the listener and the degree of loanword integration. In 
focussing on listeners' L2 proficiency we are interested in relative sensitivity to 
divergences in pronunciation from Acadian French and in the leniency with which 
these evaluations are made. Second, we investigate whether loanwords with higher 
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social integration into Acadian French will be rated as having less accentedness than 
will words with a lower integration. 

2. Method 

2.1 Subjects 

A total of 83 students from the Université de Moncton at Shippagân 
participated in the listening experiment. All the subjects were native speakers of 
Acadian French and were raised in the Acadian Peninsula region of northeastern 
New Brunswick. The majority of subjects (67 of the 83) were female. 

The subjects were divided into groups on the basis of their proficiency in 
English. This proficiency was established by a self-report questionnaire which asked 
the subjects to rate their abilities (in English) in speaking, oral comprehension, 
reading and writing on a scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (strong). The replies were 
quantified and analysed with Dual Scaling (Nishisato 1980), and three groups of 
subjects were identified: a strong or high (H) proficiency group with strong 
proficiencies in the four areas, a mid (M) group with average to moderately strong 
proficiencies, and a weak or low (L) group with weak to relatively weak 
proficiencies. The sizes of the three groups were 20 (in the H group), 29 (M) and 
34 (L), and reflect the fact that many francophones in the region have less than 
strong proficiencies in English. 

Grosjean (1982) and others have pointed out that there are problems linked 
with proficiency tests based on self-reports. There is, of course, no doubt that a 
questionnaire cannot provide the same kind of indepth information about a speech 
community and its members as say participant observation. (This was not possible 
in the present study.) Nevertheless, it has been shown that a high correlation exists 
between language choices obtained from subjects by the self-report method and their 
actual language choices as observed by a participant observer researcher, cf. Gal 
(1979). Indeed, Macnamara (1967) considers that validity is quite high in the case of 
questions which focus on subjects' language use in the home. 

Even though one may question the accuracy and depth of the picture of 
linguistic behaviour which is captured by self-reports, the results are useful. 
Sociolinguistic studies, cf. Mougeon & Beniak (1991); Poplack, Sankoff & Miller 
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(1988), have shown that factors such as degree of bilingualism (especially degree of 
individual bilingualism) and degree of language use are significant in explaining 
language change and variation in language contact communities. 

22 Materials 

Stimuli for the experiment consisted of eight loanwords which have varying 
degrees of integration into Acadian French. The words were chosen from lists given 
in Mackey's (1970) study of the integration of English loanwords into Acadian 
French. Mackey established a probability of integration index, which measures the 
relative frequency with which subjects thought of a loanword when asked to give all 
of the words that they associate with a particular domain. The loanwords and their 
indices are given in Table 1. 

Table 1 
List of target loanwords, Mackey's integration index, on a scale from "0" 
(low integration) to "Iм (high), and subjective frequency index on a scale 

from "Г (high frequency) to "4" (low). 

target loanword Mackey's integration index subjective frequency index 

bowling .097 1.57 

fridge .113 1.85 

truck .209 1.19 

napkin .265 1.29 

basketball .349 1.33 

prestation 
-4-

.400 3.52 

manager .575 2.62 

lpickle .172 L33 I 

Because Mackey's study was carried out over twenty years before our study, we 
decided to obtain a more recent measure of integration. In the absence of current 
word frequency lists for Acadian French, we conducted a survey to obtain subjective 
frequency ratings for the eight target loanwords. This approach was chosen because 
it has been reported that subjective estimates of word frequencies correlate well (in 
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the order of 0.85 to 0.90) with observed word frequencies, cf. Segui, Mehler, 
Frauenfelder & Morton (1982). Twenty one bilingual Acadian speakers from the 
Acadian Peninsula area rated the target words (as well as a number of distractors) on 
scales from very frequent to very infrequent These ratings were averaged over the 
subjects and are given in Table 1. 

The Pearson correlation coefficient for the association between Mackey's 
integration index and our subjective frequency index is weak, r = 0.217 (one might 
expect a strong correlation near r = -1.00). There may be several reasons for this. 
One is the difference in approach. Whereas Mackey's method was indirect - his 
subjects were asked to provide words that they associated with a particular domain -
our survey asked for a direct evaluation of specific words. Also, there is a time lag 
of over twenty years between the two studies: the integration of loans may well 
have changed over that period. Relevant for our purposes is the fact that in terms of 
both indices the target words represent a wide range of degree of integration. 

The target words were recorded by two francophones, both from the Acadian 
peninsula. The words were read in isolation as well as in context; the isolation 
reading was used on the stimulus tape. One speaker had a relatively high number of 
English variants in her spoken French, and we refer to her readings as the 
E version; the other speaker had few English variants, which we refer to as the 
F version. The phonetic transcriptions of both E and F versions are given in 
Table 2. 

23 Procedure 

The 83 subjects listened to a total of 25 items. These included the F and 
E versions of each of the eight target words as well as nine distractors which were 
produced by a native anglophone and a native francophone speaker. The words 
appeared in random order on the test tape, and the order of presentation was the 
same for all subjects. For four of the target words the F version was presented 
before the E version, for the other four target items the opposite order of 
presentation was used. 

Listeners rated each target loanword on a scale from 1 (very French-sounding) 
to 5 (very English-sounding). Specifically, listeners were asked to rate each word on 
the basis of how it sounds, and not on their impressions of the personalities of the 
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speakers. Both oral and written instructions for the listening task were given in 
French. 

Table 2 
Phonetic transcriptions of target loanwords in both F and E versions and the 

average ratings for each version. Ratings are on a scale from" Iй (most French-
sounding) to "5" (most English-sounding). 

target 
loanword 

average 
F rating 

F version average 
E rating 

E version (E-F) 
rating 

difference 

fridge 2.26 [frkk] 4.46 [fjkk] 2 .20 I 

basketball 2.41 [baeski?bá:l] 4.11 [ba6skk?bt>ti 1.70 I 

napkin 2.90 [nœpknin] 3.71 [nsépkhm] 0.81 I 

pickle 2.92 [pikoéd] 4.37 [piknął] 1.45 I 

bowling 2.93 [bo:Iłrj] 4.64 [bófin] 1.71 I 

firestation 3.31 [fajájstéjan] 4.83 [fájaistéjjan] 1.52 I 

manager 3.49 [maened3oéj] 4.60 [maénkfcàj) 1.11 I 

I truck [ 3.65 [tTAk] [ 4.93 L ç t M k L 1.28 I 

3. Results 

The mean ratings for the words are presented in Table 2. The table also 
displays the average difference between the ratings of the F and E versions. It is 
clear that listeners distinguished between the two versions; F versions received 
ratings from 2.26 to 3.65 and E versions from 3.71 to 4.93. However, the words 
were not rated categorically as English-sounding or French-sounding but along a 
continuum. Furthermore, the differences between F and E ratings are not uniform 
across the eight target loanwords. 

One concern of this study was the relation between the continuum of ratings 
and the degree of integration of the words. Pearson correlation coefficients for 
Mackey's probability of integration index were r = 0.271 with F versions and 
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r = -0.047 with E versions; for the subjective frequency measures these coefficients 
were r = 0.318 with F versions and r = 0.445 with E versions. Examination of 
scatterplots showed no regular non-linear relationships. Thus, there is at best a 
weak relationship between the degree of integration of a word and its phonetic 
rating as given by the listeners. 

The second major concern was the relationship between the listeners' ratings 
of the words and their proficiency in English. Figure 1 graphs the average ratings 
for both F and E versions for the three proficiency groups. The graph shows marked 
differences between the two versions: E versions are rated the same by the three 
groups; F versions receive different ratings: H proficiency listeners rate the target 
words as more French-sounding while the L proficiency listeners rate them as more 
English-sounding. 

Figure 1 
Average ratings for each listener proficiency group 

high mid low distractors 

Two separate two-factor-with-repeated-measure ANOVAs confirm these 
observations concerning inter-listener-group differences. The E versions showed no 
significant differences among listener groups (F(2,80) = 0.357, p<.701) although 
there were differences among some of the words (F(7,560) = 21.681, p<.0001). For 
the F versions both effects were significant: among groups (F(2,80) = 5.899, 
p<.004) and among words (F(7,560) = 19.34, p<.0001). In neither case were there 
significant listener group by word interactions. 
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Figure 1 also represents the average ratings for the French and English 
distractors. Compared with the target items the distractors received ratings which 
were more categorical: French distractors averaged 1.917, English distractors 4.524. 
No statistically significant differences among listener groups were found: for French 
distractors the average ratings were 1.825 (H proficiency group), 1.893 (M) and 
1.992 (L); for English distractors the ratings were 4.588 (H), 4.603 (M) and 
4.419 (L). 

Further statistical tests were done for individual loanwords: the difference 
between F and E ratings was the dependent variable and listener proficiency group 
was the independent variable. Significant differences between listener groups were 
noted fот pickle (p<.009) and firestation (p<.05); trends showed up for fridge 
(p<.09) and manager (p<.10); no significant differences occurred for bowling 
(p<.12), napkin (p<.13), truck (p<.16), and basketball (p<.37). In each case the 
same pattern showed up: the H group had the largest differences in ratings beween F 
and E versions, that is, they rated the F versions as the most French-sounding; the 
L group had the smallest differences between the F and E versions, rating the F 
versions as very English-sounding; the M group had ratings between those of the 
other two groups. These statistics show that the H group gave what we can 
consider as the most lenient ratings while the L group gave the most severe ratings. 
These results point to other interesting inter-word differences which we discuss 
below. 

The data were also studied for any evidence of an ordering effect, depending on 
which version of a target item appeared first on the tape. One might expect that the 
rating given to a particular version of a target loanword is influenced by a 
previously heard version of that loanword. Average ratings are suggestive in this 
respect: F versions which occurred after their E equivalent were treated as more 
French-sounding than F versions which occurred before their E equivalent - 2.85 
vs. 3.12. A similar result was obtained for E versions: E versions which occurred 
after the F equivalent were treated as more English-sounding than E versions which 
occurred before their F equivalent - 4.50 vs. 4.41. However, neither difference is 
statistically significant. It appears that order of presentation of the target item has 
no effect on accentedness rating, at least in the context of individual loans presented 
in random order. 
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4. Discussion 

The results show that the Acadian French listeners make fine distinctions 
among the pronunciations of the target English loanwords. They distinguish not 
only between the F and E versions of the loans but they also make distinctions 
among the loans given in a particular version. This study investigated whether and 
how these distinctions can be explained by the English proficiency of the listeners 
as well as by features of the individual words. 

The most important finding of the study is the significant effect of listeners' 
proficiency in English. The more proficient subjects are in English, the more likely 
they are to rate loanwords as native (French-sounding); listeners with low English 
proficiency will rate the same loans as more English-sounding. This result parallels 
the relationship between perception and familiarity with a language noted in a 
second language acquisition study by Thompson (1991). Thompson finds that 
having more experience with languages makes listeners more reliable in their 
evaluation of foreign accent in Ll and more tolerant of variations from the Ll 
pronunciation. He states that this ability to tolerate L2 sounds in Ll stems from 
having learned to ignore regularly occurring «deviations» from Ll pronunciation. In 
this respect, a high L2 proficient listener may still detect L2 features in a loan 
which is being integrated into Ll but would rate it as more native sounding than 
would a less L2 proficient listener. 

For the less English proficient listeners, the perception of loans containing 
both donor and host language sounds is more difficult. These listeners need to take 
into account differences between the two languages: sounds from the donor 
language which are dissimilar from the host are considered «foreign» until 
integrated or recast into a different shape. In our study it is likely that the listeners 
who were less proficient in English focussed on the English sound features when 
rating the loans. 

In the wider context of the study of loanword phonology and language contact, 
our study offers evidence of two opposing forces that act on loanwords. On the one 
hand, there is resistance to new loans from speakers who have low English 
proficiency, and this may effectively block the loan's linguistic integration. Because 
a loan may be hard to comprehend (or pronounce), these speakers may reject the 
loan. On the other hand, for speakers who are more English proficient, such 
differences pose no obstacle, and the word can be appropriated into the host 
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language with less difficulty. Van Coetsem (1988, p. 112) refers to these forces 
as «initiating» the borrowing process - and thus bringing the word into the 
language - and as «controlling» the word's integration. 

The weak associations of the word ratings with the two indices of integration 
provide an ambiguous result. It is possible to argue that the two integration factors 
may not have been rigorously studied due to limits in the experiment. Mackey's 
probability of integration indices show no relation with the word ratings. However, 
the age of his figures may not reflect the current social integration of the loans in 
the Acadian community. The subjective word frequencies, which are current, show 
only a weak association with the word ratings. While these are not actually 
observed frequencies, it would be necessary to undertake a major survey to obtain 
such figures. 

It is also possible to argue that the absence of strong correlations for the 
integration factors has more to do with the type of loans used in the survey than 
with the integration figures themselves. Grosjean (1988) studied factors in the 
recognition of loanwords («guest words» in his terminology) by bilingual French-
English listeners. In certain situations, the guest word was recognised by its 
phonological sequence, от by its membership in the Ll vocabulary. If the borrowed 
item sounded similar to an existing Ll word, a homologue, then the deciding 
factors were the word's pronunciation, its predominant frequency in Ll and L2, and 
whether the meaning of the borrowed item or its Ll homologue best fit the 
semantic context of the test sentence. Frequency is an important factor only in 
cases where there is «ambiguity» as to whether a word comes from Ll or L2 due to 
an Ll homophonic counterpart. In our study, the loans did not have such 
counterparts, and were probably easily identified as English in origin. 
Consequently, frequency did not display a noteworthy correlation with the word 
ratings. 

This may be the most reasonable explanation for the individual word 
differences noted in Section 3. We found that the loans were divided into three 
groups: pickle mdfirestation, which have significant differences among the listener 
groups; fridge and manager, which show trends; and bowling, napkin, truck and 
basketball, which show no significant differences. In terms of Mackey's integration 
index the first group shows the highest integration, followed by the second group 
with a mid level of integration, and the third group with a low level of integration. 
This would suggest that loans such as pickle and fire station are already integrated 
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into Acadian French. However, in such a case we would not expect differences 
between high and low English proficiency speakers! We would expect there to be 
such differences in the low integration group, but this is not the case. With respect 
to the subjective frequency index there is no obvious correlation with the three word 
groups. At best, then, it appears that frequency has no clear relationship with 
loanword accentedness. 

Among the other factors which may have played a role in the ratings provided 
by the Acadian listeners are the phonetic features of the target words. While the 
nature of our experimental design does not permit us to propose a hierarchical 
inventory of such features, the word ratings and the phonetic transcriptions given in 
Table 2 are suggestive in this respect. First, the most regular distinction between F 
and E versions is prosodie: in all of the F versions main stress falls on the word-
final syllable, following a French pattern. Main stress in the E versions follows an 
English pattern and falls on various positions in the word, although the E versions 
also have a secondary accent on the word-final syllable. Among the segmental 
differences, the dark, velar IM and the reduced vowels seem to be the features most 
strongly associated with an English-like pronunciation. 

5. Conclusion 

This study showed that evaluations by Acadian French listeners of the 
accentedness of English loanwords are related to the listeners' ability in English. 
Listeners with high English (L2) proficiency are more lenient towards (and 
accepting of) L2 pronunciations of a loanword than are low L2 proficient listeners. 
This suggests that L2 proficiency has a dual role in loanword integration: on the 
one hand it promotes integration of the loan into the Ll lexicon and, on the other, 
it acts as a control of this integration. The role of word frequency in loanword 
accentedness rating appears to be weak at best, although this factor needs to be 
examined in more detail. 

Phillip Harriott and Władysław Cichocki 
University of New Brunswick 
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